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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND

JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for
himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr. LEAHY, and
Mr. JEFFORDS):

S. 3212. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to provide assistance in imple-
menting cultural heritage, conservation, and
recreational activities in the Connecticut
River watershed of the States of New Hamp-
shire and Vermont; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and Mr.
CRAPO):

S. 3213. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an individual to
designate $3 or more on their income tax re-
turn to be used to reduce the public debt; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. HAR-
KIN, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 3214. A bill to amend the Assets for Inde-
pendence Act (Title IV of the Community
Opportunities, Accountability, and Training
and Educational Services Act of 1998) to en-
hance program flexibility, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. HARKIN:
S. 3215. A bill to amend the Public Health

Service Act to reauthorize women’s health
research award programs conducted through
the National Institutes of Health; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself and Mr.
BAUCUS):

S. 3216. A bill to provide for review in the
Court of International Trade of certain de-
terminations of binational panels under the
North American Free Trade Agreement; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr.
BROWNBACK):

S. 3217. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for individuals
who are residents of the District of Columbia
a maximum rate of tax of 15 percent on in-
come from sources within the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. MCCONNELL:
S. 3218. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act

to exclude beverage alcohol compounds emit-
ted from aging warehouses from the defini-
tion of volatile organic compounds; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire, Mr. ROBB, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. CLELAND, Ms. SNOWE,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr.
REED, Mr . ALLARD, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BOND, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. SARBANES,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KERRY, Mr. MIL-
LER, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. VOINOVICH,
Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. Res. 378. A resolution honoring the
members of the crew of the guided missile
destroyer U.S.S. Cole (DDG–67) who were

killed or wounded in the terrorist bombing
attack on that vessel in Aden, Yemen, on Oc-
tober 12, 2000, expressing the sympathies of
the Senate to the families of those crew
members, commending the ship’s crew for
their heroic damage control efforts, and con-
demning the bombing of that ship; consid-
ered and agreed to.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
THURMOND, Mr. BOND, Ms. LANDRIEU,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. REED, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KENNEDY,
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. Res. 379. A resolution memorializing the
sailors of the Navy lost in the attack on the
U.S.S. Cole (DDG–67) in the port of Aden,
Yemen, on October 12, 2000; extending condo-
lences to their families and other loved ones;
extending sympathy to the members of the
crew of that vessel who were injured in the
attack and commending the entire crew for
its performance and professionalism in sav-
ing the U.S.S. Cole; considered and agreed to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire
(for himself, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
LEAHY, and Mr. JEFFORDS):

S. 3212. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to provide assist-
ance in implementing cultural herit-
age, conservation, and recreational ac-
tivities in the Connecticut River wa-
tershed of the States of New Hampshire
and Vermont; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

UPPER CONNECTICUT RIVER PARTNERSHIP ACT
OF 2000

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I am pleased to introduce
the Upper Connecticut River Partner-
ship Act of 2000. This legislation is a
truly locally-led initiative. I believe it
will result in great environmental ben-
efits for the Connecticut River.

The Connecticut River forms the bor-
der to New Hampshire and Vermont
and provides for a great deal of rec-
reational and tourism opportunities for
residents of both States. This legisla-
tion takes a major step forward in
making sure this River continues to
thrive as a treasured resource.

To understand just how significant
this legislation is, I would like to share
with my colleagues some history about
the Connecticut River program. In
1987–88, New Hampshire and Vermont
each created a commission to address
environmental issues facing the Con-
necticut river valley. The commissions
were established to coordinate water
quality and various other environ-
mental efforts along the Connecticut
river valley. The two commissions
came together in 1990 to form the Con-
necticut River Joint Commission. The
Joint Commission has no regulatory
authority, but carries out cooperative
education and advisory activities.

To further the local influence of the
Commission, the Connecticut River
Joint Commission established five ad-
visory bi-state local river subcommit-
tees comprised of representatives nom-
inated by the governing body of their

municipalities. These advisory groups
developed a Connecticut River Corridor
Management Plan. A major portion of
the plan focuses on channeling federal
funds to local communities to imple-
ment water quality programs, nonpoint
source pollution controls and other en-
vironmental projects. Over the last ten
years, the Connecticut River Joint
Commission has fostered widespread
participation and laid a strong founda-
tion of community and citizen involve-
ment.

As a Senator from New Hampshire
and chairman of the Environment and
Public Works Committee, as well as
someone who enjoys the beauty of the
Connecticut river, I am proud to be the
principal author and cosponsor of this
locally led, voluntary effort that ac-
complishes real environmental
progress. Too often we depend on bu-
reaucratic federal regulatory programs
to accomplish environmental success.
This bill takes a different approach and
one that I bet will achieve greater re-
sults on the ground. I hope that other
communities and neighboring states
will look at this model as an example
of how to develop and implement true
voluntary, on the ground, locally-led
environmental programs.

I want to thank my colleague from
New Hampshire, Senator GREGG, and
the two distinguished Senators of
Vermont, Senators LEAHY and JEF-
FORDS, for joining me as original co-
sponsors to this legislation. I look for-
ward to working with them as we move
this important legislation through the
Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 3212
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Upper Con-
necticut River Partnership Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the upper Connecticut River watershed

in the States of New Hampshire and
Vermont is a scenic region of historic vil-
lages located in a working landscape of
farms, forests, and the mountainous head-
waters and broad fertile floodplains of New
England’s longest river, the Connecticut
River;

(2) the River provides outstanding fish and
wildlife habitat, recreation, and hydropower
generation for the New England region;

(3) the upper Connecticut River watershed
has been recognized by Congress as part of
the Silvio 0. Conte National Fish and Wild-
life Refuge, established by the Silvio O.
Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge Act
(16 U.S.C. 668dd note; Public Law 102–212);

(4) the demonstrated interest in steward-
ship of the River by the citizens living in the
watershed led to the Presidential designa-
tion of the River as 1 of 14 American Herit-
age Rivers on July 30, 1998;

(5) the River is home to the bistate Con-
necticut River Scenic Byway, which will fos-
ter heritage tourism in the region;
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(6) each of the legislatures of the States of

Vermont and New Hampshire has established
a commission for the Connecticut River wa-
tershed, and the 2 commissions, known col-
lectively as the ‘‘Connecticut River Joint
Commissions’’—

(A) have worked together since 1989; and
(B) serve as the focal point for cooperation

between Federal agencies, States, commu-
nities, and citizens;

(7) in 1997, as directed by the legislatures,
the Connecticut River Joint Commissions,
with the substantial involvement of 5 bistate
local river subcommittees appointed to rep-
resent riverfront towns, produced the 6-vol-
ume Connecticut River Corridor Manage-
ment Plan, to be used as a blueprint in edu-
cating agencies, communities, and the public
in how to be good neighbors to a great river;

(8) this year, by Joint Legislative Resolu-
tion, the legislatures have requested that
Congress provide for continuation of cooper-
ative partnerships and support for the Con-
necticut River Joint Commissions from the
New England Federal Partners for Natural
Resources, a consortium of Federal agencies,
in carrying out recommendations of the Con-
necticut River Corridor Management Plan;

(9) this Act effectuates certain rec-
ommendations of the Connecticut River Cor-
ridor Management Plan that are most appro-
priately directed by the States through the
Connecticut River Joint Commissions, with
assistance from the National Park Service
and United States Fish and Wildlife Service;
and

(10) where implementation of those rec-
ommendations involves partnership with
local communities and organizations, sup-
port for the partnership should be provided
by the Secretary.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
authorize the Secretary to provide to the
States of New Hampshire and Vermont (in-
cluding communities in those States),
through the Connecticut River Joint Com-
missions, technical and financial assistance
for management of the River.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) RIVER.—The term ‘‘River’’ means the

Connecticut River.
(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’

means the Secretary of the Interior.
(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means—
(A) the State of New Hampshire; or
(B) the State of Vermont.

SEC. 4. ASSISTANCE FOR STATES.
The Secretary of the Interior may provide

to the States, through the Connecticut River
Joint Commissions, technical and financial
assistance in managing the River, including
assistance in—

(1) developing a joint policy for water qual-
ity, flow management, and recreational
boating for the portion of the River that is
common to the States;

(2) developing protection plans for water
quality in the tributaries that flow into the
River;

(3) developing a coordinated, collaborative
approach on the part of the States for moni-
toring the quality of the River for human
use and ecological health;

(4) restoring and protecting priority river-
banks to improve water quality and aquatic
and riparian habitat;

(5) encouraging and assisting communities,
farmers, and other riverfront landowners
in—

(A) establishing and protecting riparian
buffers; and

(B) preventing nonpoint source pollution;
(6) encouraging and assisting communities

in—
(A) protecting shoreland, wetland, and

flood plains; and

(B) managing and treating stormwater
runoff;

(7) in cooperation with dam owners—
(A) evaluating the decommissioning of un-

economic dams in the watershed; and
(B) restoring natural riverine habitat;
(8) protecting and restoring the habitat of

native trout, anadromous fisheries, and
other outstanding fish and wildlife resources;

(9) encouraging new and improved markets
for local agricultural products;

(10) encouraging the protection of farm
land and economically sustainable agri-
culture;

(11) developing and promoting locally
planned, approved, and managed networks of
heritage trails and water trails in the River
valley;

(12) coordinating and fostering opportuni-
ties for heritage tourism and agritourism
through the Connecticut River Scenic
Byway;

(13) demonstrating economic development
based on heritage tourism;

(14) supporting local stewardship;
(15) strengthening nonregulatory protec-

tion of heritage resources;
(16) encouraging the vitality of historically

compact village and town centers;
(17) establishing indicators of sustain-

ability; and
(18) monitoring the impact of increased

tourism and recreational use on natural and
historic resources.
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as are necessary to carry out this
Act.

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself and
Mr. CRAPO):

S. 3213. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow an indi-
vidual to designate $3 or more on their
income tax return to be used to reduce
the public debt; to the Committee on
Finance.

TAXPAYERS CHOICE DEBT REDUCTION ACT

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I have
introduced S. 3213. I want to take a few
moments to talk about this important
piece of legislation for paying down the
national debt.

As the 106th Congress comes to an
end, I rise to make a few comments on
the evolution of an issue of great con-
cern to myself and to many Americans.
The issue is the $5,661,548,045,674 na-
tional debt we had as of October 2, 2000.

In August of 1993, while serving in
the House of Representatives, I intro-
duced House Joint Resolution 251 with
the support of a number of my col-
leagues. The intention of this resolu-
tion was to amend the Constitution of
the United States to provide for budg-
etary reform by requiring the reduc-
tion of the deficit, a balanced Federal
budget, and the repayment of the na-
tional debt. During my years in the
House, I had the good fortune to work
with many Republican colleagues who
were committed to these fiscally sound
and enormously important issues.

Today, a scant 7 years later, we are
enjoying unsurpassed Federal budget
surpluses and the many difficulties
that accompany such prosperity. I am
concerned that the running dialog in
Washington is far too focused on to-
day’s spending, today’s enormous Fed-
eral programs, today’s immediate

wants and needs. I am concerned that
we are talking too much about spend
today and not enough about the con-
sequences of tomorrow. As we conclude
the appropriations process, it is appar-
ent that many Members of this body
are eager to transform the Federal
budget surplus into new Federal spend-
ing, creating more Federal programs
that will begat future obligations.

I am primarily concerned that efforts
to recklessly spend every nickel of the
taxpayers’ money will threaten the
long-term fiscal health of our Nation,
the Nation our children and grand-
children will inherit. The majority of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
are focusing on returning the surplus
to its rightful owners—the American
people.

In recent months, the current admin-
istration has taken a hardline against
tax cuts, making it clear that the
President believes the Federal budget
surplus belongs to Washington and not
the hard-working men and women who
send far more money to the Internal
Revenue Service than they often save
for retirement, college, or for buying a
home.

I find it frustrating and the height of
arrogance to assume that the Federal
Government can do more with this
money than the taxpayers. So many of
my Republican colleagues have such a
profound conviction regarding return-
ing the money to the working man and
woman that, in fact, they have been
hesitant to engage in development of a
comprehensive long-term debt repay-
ment plan.

I have come to the floor before, and I
will come to the floor again, to make
clear what is required to manage the
national debt in a comprehensive re-
payment strategy. The sheer enormity
of the national debt demands such dili-
gence. I admit that I have no desire to
increase the growth of the Federal
Government instead of paying down
the debt. I am, as many of my col-
leagues, however, personally com-
mitted to cutting taxes.

I have come to the floor today for no
other reason than to make one thing
crystal clear: We can pay down the
debt and cut taxes. It is not an either/
or proposition. It takes planning, and
it takes commitment. It takes a plan
to repay the debt and a commitment to
cut taxes and the discipline to refrain
from pouring ever more money into
newer or larger programs.

At the end of fiscal year 1999, the
gross Federal budget was
$5,656,270,901,615 and at the end of fiscal
year 2000, the gross Federal budget was
$5,674,178,209,886.

Our past fiscal irresponsibilities have
created this overwhelming mess, and
an unpleasant task lies before us. For
the health and well-being of our na-
tional economy and the future security
of our young people, we must commit
to the elimination of this debt.

The journey of 51⁄2 trillion miles be-
gins with a single step. Early in the
106th Congress, I introduced the Amer-
ican Debt Repayment Act. A year

VerDate 02-OCT-2000 03:59 Oct 19, 2000 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A18OC6.104 pfrm02 PsN: S18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10718 October 18, 2000
later, I followed that legislation with
the American Social Security Protec-
tion and Debt Repayment Act. I believe
each of these bills provided a sensible
first step toward debt repayment and
the 5 trillion steps to follow.

Both pieces of legislation suggested
we treat the Federal debt just as every
American treats the largest purchase
they will ever make. That is their
home. In February of this year, I came
to the floor with my friends, GEORGE
VOINOVICH, ROD GRAMS and MIKE ENZI,
with an amortization schedule for debt
repayment to be offered to the budget
resolution. Just as any American home
buyer would amortize the purchase of
their home with a mortgage, we offered
a dutiful and moderate restriction on
Federal spending combined with a spe-
cific debt repayment schedule. Our
amendment was defeated. I believe the
chief reason for the defeat of the
amendment was the fear of being
locked into a long-term repayment
plan that would prohibit future tax
cuts. The July 2000 budget economic
and outlook update by the Congres-
sional Budget Office disputes this un-
derstandable fear.

According to the CBO, assuming
spending is frozen at fiscal year 2000
levels, the next 10 years will yield an
on-budget surplus of $3.4 trillion. If
this Congress had exercised some dis-
cipline this year and appropriated
within a freeze, the on-budget surplus
in fiscal year 2001, which we have just
begun, is projected to be $116 billion.

One criticism of the long-term debt
amortization plan that I brought to the
floor was that it would prevent tax
cuts and tie the hands of appropriators
by absorbing all of the surplus. My
most recent plan simply dedicates $15
billion of on-budget surplus to debt re-
payment and adds $15 billion each year
thereafter. The sum total after 10 years
of structured debt repayment is $825
billion from on-budget surplus.

This repayment schedule would have
left $2.6 trillion remaining for tax cuts
and new spending over the next 10
years.

It is important to note that these
numbers do not take into account the
off-budget surplus created by Social
Security. I have said on the floor many
times before that paying down the na-
tional debt is one of the best ways to
provide long-term fiscal stability to
Social Security.

In the past, I proposed restricted use
of the Social Security surplus to help
pay down the debt. This not only pro-
vides for the future stability of Social
Security by paying down the debt but
protects Social Security money from
Federal discretionary spending.

Social Security surplus money
should be used for debt repayment only
until such time as Congress can ini-
tiate sensible reform to preserve the
long-term integrity of Social Security.
Social Security reform has been a pri-
ority of this Congress, and we can act
to reduce the debt and reform this im-
portant program in one commitment.

When the new Congress convenes in
2001, I intend to continue to work with
my colleagues on developing a sensible
and concrete debt repayment plan. I
am also interested in working with my
colleagues on other innovative ways to
reduce the national debt. Legislation
was recently introduced in the House,
and I am pleased to come to the floor
today on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAPO, to intro-
duce the Taxpayers Choice Debt Reduc-
tion Act.

Every year, millions of taxpaying
Americans have the opportunity to
designate on their tax form a $3 con-
tribution to the Presidential Election
Campaign Fund. This checkoff on all
1040 forms would allow for the tax-
payers themselves to designate that $3,
or $6 for joint filers, would be dedicated
to a special Department of the Treas-
ury account to pay down the national
debt.

Checking the box on the tax docu-
ment would not increase the amount of
taxes to be paid, nor would it decrease
any refund. Checking ‘‘yes’’ in this box
would simply provide a directive from
the taxpayer that 3 of the dollars they
were paying in taxes be used solely to
pay down the Nation’s debt. Impor-
tantly, these funds would be beyond
any money set aside by Congress for
debt reduction.

In my annual town meetings around
the State of Colorado, I often speak
with my constituents over the enor-
mous debt owed by this country. I can
say with great confidence that this is
an issue where the public desires ac-
tion. It is my hope that with this legis-
lation Congress will empower these
concerned taxpayers to act on their im-
pulse to eliminate the debt.

Before I yield the floor, I extend my
thanks to all of my Senate colleagues
who have expressed an interest in debt
repayment during this Congress, par-
ticularly Senators VOINOVICH, ENZI,
GRAMS of Minnesota, CRAPO, REID of
Nevada, and FEINGOLD. I have enjoyed
working with each of these Members
over the course of the year as we have
brought debt repayment amendments
to the floor. I look forward to con-
tinuing to work on this important
issue with my colleagues.

Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr.
HARKIN):

S. 3214. A bill to amend the Assets for
Independence Act (Title IV of the Com-
munity Opportunities, Accountability,
and Training and Educational Services
Act of 1998) to enhance program flexi-
bility, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

ASSETS FOR INDEPENDENCE ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 2000

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, in his
1991 book ‘‘Assets and the Poor: a New
American Welfare Policy,’’ Washington
University Professor Michael
Sherraden argues that people move for-
ward economically through savings and
investment, not through spending and

consumption. Owning assets gives peo-
ple a stake in the future—a reason to
save, to dream, and to invest time, ef-
fort and resources in creating a future
for themselves and their children. As
Sherraden puts it, ‘‘income may feed
people’s stomachs, but assets change
their heads.’’

I am pleased today to be joined by
Senator HARKIN in introducing legisla-
tion designed to further promote inno-
vative asset-building strategies for the
poor.

Over the past two years, asset-build-
ing strategies have gained widespread,
bi-partisan support at both the federal
and state levels. Legislation has been
introduced and laws have been enacted
to develop and promote Individual De-
velopment Accounts (IDAs) among low
income Americans. IDAs reward the
monthly savings of working poor fami-
lies who are trying to buy their first
home, pay for post secondary edu-
cation, or start a business.

In some respects, IDAs are like Indi-
vidual Retirement Accounts for the
working poor. IDAs are dedicated sav-
ings accounts that can be used for pur-
chasing a first home, paying for post-
secondary education, or capitalizing
business. These investments are associ-
ated with extremely high rates of re-
turn that have the potential to bring a
new level of economic and personal se-
curity to families and communities.
Participants also are able to make
emergency withdrawals in limited cir-
cumstances and must pay back such
withdrawals within 12 months.

The individual or family deposits
whatever dollar amount they can save
(typically $5 to $20 a month) into the
account. The sponsoring organization
matches that deposit with funds pro-
vided by local churches and service or-
ganizations, corporations, foundations,
and state or local governments. The
sponsoring organization determines the
ratio at which they will match an indi-
vidual’s contribution (not less than
$0.50 and not more than $4 for every $1).

In 1998, Congress enacted legislation
entitled the ‘‘Assets for Independence
Act’’. This Act established a five year
demonstration program to determine
the social, civic, psychological and eco-
nomic effects that individual develop-
ment account, IDA, savings accounts
can have on low income individuals and
their families. The assets for independ-
ence demonstration program is pres-
ently the largest source of federal fund-
ing for individual development ac-
counts.

The intent of this demonstration pro-
gram is to encourage participants to
develop and reinforce strong habits for
saving money. To assist this, sponsor
organizations provide participating in-
dividuals and families intensive finan-
cial counseling and counseling to de-
velop investment plans for education,
home ownership, and entrepreneurship.
In addition, participating welfare and
low-income families build assets whose
high return on investment has the ca-
pacity for propelling them into inde-
pendence and stability.
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The community also benefits from

the significant return on investment in
IDAs: we expect welfare rolls to be re-
duced, tax receipts to increase, em-
ployment to increase, and local enter-
prises and builders can expect local
businesses to benefit from increased
activity. Neighborhoods will be rejuve-
nated as new micro-enterprises and in-
creased home renovation and building
drive increased employment and com-
munity development.

In fact, it is estimated that an in-
vestment of $125 million in assert
building through these individual ac-
counts will generate 7,050 new busi-
nesses, 68,799 new jobs, $730 million in
additional earnings, 12,000 new or reha-
bilitated homes, $287 million in savings
and matching contributions and earn-
ings on those accounts, $188 million in
increased assets for low-income fami-
lies, 6,600 families removed from wel-
fare rolls, 12,000 youth graduates from
vocational education and college pro-
grams, 20,000 adults obtaining high
school, vocational, and college degrees.

IDA programs currently exist in
about 250–300 communities, with an-
other 100 in development. Overall, at
least 10,000 people are currently saving
in an IDA and another 30,000–40,000 are
expected to be reached by the year 2003.
All but three states have IDA programs
in their states or mechanisms in place
to permit the start up of an IDA pro-
gram.

The field of economic development
has rapidly changed over the course of
the last few years, and as a result,
those administering IDAs on a national
basis have sought to work within the
structure defined by Congress. Unfortu-
nately, because of changes in the field
and certain unforeseen difficulties with
the implementation of the demonstra-
tion in its current form, we have been
asked to consider making a handful of
technical changes that will help with
program administration and make the
program run more consistently and ef-
fectively.

Those changes include: (1) changing
the legal accounting structure of IDAs;
(2) expanding the potential field of
grantees to include low-income credit
unions and community development fi-
nancial institutions; (3) providing addi-
tional flexibility for withdrawals from
IDA accounts for the purchase of a
home; (4) expanding the availability of
funds for economic literacy training;
and (5) adding a Federal poverty meas-
ure to the current eligibility criteria;
and (6) making the AFIA and TANF In-
dividual Development Account pro-
grams consistent with respect to the
treatment of funds for purposes of de-
termining eligibility for Federal pro-
grams based on need.

These are modest but needed changes
in the law that will help Federal IDA
programs function more as originally
intended. I urge their adoption.

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
ASSETS FOR INDEPENDENCE ACT AMENDMENTS

OF 2000—SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY

NOTE: Except where otherwise specified,
references in this summary to provisions of
law are references to provisions of the Assets
for Independence Act (the Act), title IV of
the Community Opportunities, Account-
ability, and Training and Educational Serv-
ices Act of 1998.
SEC. 2. MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS UNAVAIL-

ABLE FOR EMERGENCY WITH-
DRAWALS.

This section amends section 404(5)(A)
(which defines the term ‘‘Individual Develop-
ment Account’’ (IDA) and specifies required
IDA elements), in clause (v), to eliminate
language which permits use of matching con-
tributions by the qualified entity serving as
IDA trustee for emergency withdrawals. As
amended, clause (v) would permit use of
matching contributions only for qualified ex-
penses (as defined in section 404(8)). The
amendment would eliminate the inconsist-
ency between section 404(5)(A)(v) as cur-
rently drafted and section 404(3), which de-
fines the term ‘‘emergency withdrawal’’ to
mean a withdrawal by the eligible individual
of some or all of the funds deposited by that
individual for specified emergency situa-
tions.
SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL QUALIFIED ENTITIES.

This section amends section 404(7) (the def-
inition of ‘‘qualified entity’’) to expand the
category of entities eligible to operate IDA
programs under the Act to include low-in-
come credit unions (as designated by the Na-
tional Credit Union Administration) and or-
ganizations designated as community devel-
opment financial institutions by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury (or the Community
Development Financial Institutions Fund)
that can demonstrate a collaborative rela-
tionship with a community-based organiza-
tion.
SEC. 4. HOME PURCHASE COSTS.

Section 4(a) amends section 407(8)(B)
(which includes the purchase of a first home
in the definition of ‘‘qualified expenses’’ for
which IDA funds can be withdrawn by the
participant) to increase the purchase price
limit to 120 percent of the average area pur-
chase price for such a residence.
SEC. 5. INCREASED SET-ASIDE FOR ECONOMIC

LITERACY TRAINING AND ADMINIS-
TRATIVE COSTS.

Section 5 amends section 407(c)(3) by in-
creasing from 9.5 percent of 15 percent the
amount of funds that grantee organizations
may use to provide economic literacy train-
ing and other administrative functions. Of
this amount, not more than 7.5 percent may
be used for administrative functions.
SEC. 6. ALTERNATIVE ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.

This section amends section 408(a) (which
sets forth IDA participation criteria) by add-
ing an additional criteria for eligibility as an
IDA program participant. Under this amend-
ment, an individual with an income less than
200% of the poverty line (as defined by OMB),
would be eligible to participate.
SEC. 7. REVISED ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT

DEADLINE.
Section 7 amends Section 412  which cur-

rently requires the first Annual Progress Re-
port to be delivered not later than 60 days
after the end of the calendar year. This
amendment would require the first report to
be delivered not later than 60 days after the
end of the project year.
SEC. 8. REVISED INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT

DEADLINE.
This section amends section 414(d) which

currently requires the first interim evalua-

tion to be delivered not later than 90 days
after the end of the calendar year in which
the Secretary first authorizes a demonstra-
tion project. This amendment would require
the first interim evaluation to be delivered
not later than 90 days after the end of the
project year.
SEC. 9. INCREASED APPROPRIATIONS FOR EVAL-

UATION EXPENSES.
The section amends section 414(e) (which

sets forth the amount the Secretary may set
aside to evaluate the IDA program) by
changing from 2% to not more than $500,000
the amount of IDA appropriations set aside
for such evaluation.
SEC. 10. NO REDUCTION IN BENEFITS.

This section strikes section 415 which per-
tains to the treatment of funds deposited in
IDA accounts for purposes of determining
eligibility for Federal or federally assisted
program based on need and replaces it with
similar language found in P.L. 104–193, the
TANF block grant. Currently, only funds
contributed into an IDA by a sponsoring or-
ganization are disregarded for purposes of de-
termining eligibility for federal needs tested
programs. With this change, both an individ-
ual’s own contributions and the contribu-
tions made on behalf of an individual by a
sponsoring organization will be disregarded
for this purpose.

By Mr. HARKIN:
S. 3215. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act to reauthorize
women’s health research award pro-
grams conducted through the National
Institutes of Health; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

WOMEN’S HEALTH RESEARCH CAREER
ENHANCEMENT ACT

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce today the Wom-
en’s Health Research Career Enhance-
ment Act of 2000. This legislation ad-
dresses a critical shortage of qualified
clinician researchers available to in-
vestigate the diseases and conditions
that primarily affect women.

As the brother of two sisters lost to
breast cancer and the father of two
daughters, I know first-hand the im-
portance of making women’s health
initiatives a top priority. More can and
must be done to guarantee that women
have the quality care they deserve.
This includes making sure that quali-
fied researchers are out there leading
the search for cures and treatments.

In 1985, the United States Public
Health Task Force on Women’s Health
Issues concluded that women’s health
care was getting short shrift by the
lack of research focus on women’s
health concerns. Since then we have
made good progress to expand women’s
health research, but more needs to be
done.

In 1990, the U.S. General Accounting
Office (GAO) found that the National
Institutes of Health (NIH) had been
slow and ineffective in implementing a
policy to include women in research
study populations. At the urging of
myself and others, and in response to
passage of the NIH Revitalization Act
of 1993, the NIH began to take more
comprehensive measures to increase
research on health problems affecting
women.
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And more recently, at my request,

along with Senators OLYMPIA SNOWE
and BARBARA MIKULSKI, and Represent-
ative HARRY WAXMAN (D–CA), the GAO
published a report last May assessing
the NIH’s progress on conducting re-
search on women’s health in the past
decade. The GAO’s report found that
while NIH has made significant
progress in implementing a strength-
ened policy on including women in
clinical research, they have failed to
fully analyze clinical data on women’s
health.

It is clear we can and must do more
to advance a comprehensive women’s
health agenda.

A growing body of evidence is emerg-
ing that demonstrates significant dif-
ferences between men and women and
how they get sick and how they react
to potential treatments. Women and
men metabolize food, alcohol, medica-
tion and environmental toxins dif-
ferently.

And certain diseases and conditions
disproportionately affect women. For
example, women comprise 80% of those
suffering from osteoporosis. Seventy-
five percent of those afflicted with
autoimmune diseases are women. And
although we have made significant
progress, we are still fighting the ter-
rible epidemic of breast cancer in this
country, a disease that strikes 1 out of
every 8 American women.

Women everywhere will benefit
through more and better scientific re-
search on the diseases and conditions
that affect them. And our scientific en-
terprise will reap maximum returns
when it involves teams of investigators
with expertise in various disciplines. A
comprehensive, targeted approach is
necessary to develop a multi-discipli-
nary cadre of researchers with the in-
terest and expertise to broaden the
field of women’s health research.

In addition, mentoring between jun-
ior and senior scientists is important
to promoting an inclusive and diverse
research environment. Mentoring rela-
tionships can lead to the retention and
advancement of talented scientists
from all segments of the population
and enhance our investment in medical
research.

Mr. President, my legislation author-
izes two important initiatives to ex-
pand the number of qualified investiga-
tors in women’s health research by pro-
viding improved career development
opportunities through the National In-
stitutes of Health (NIH):

First, the Building Interdisciplinary
Research Careers in Women’s Health
Program—will support the career de-
velopment of junior women’s health
scientists by providing new opportuni-
ties to improve their research skills in
interdisciplinary settings. The NIH,
through the Office of Research on
Women’s Health, will provide grants to
research institutions to pair junior in-
vestigators with seasoned senior inves-
tigators, who will mentor them for 2–5
years.

Second, the Women’s Reproductive
Health Research Career Development

Centers—will help build the next gen-
eration of investigators in obstetrics
and gynecology by giving clinicians the
experience they need to become wom-
en’s health scientists. The NIH,
through the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development and
the Office of Research on Women’s
Health, will provide grants to research
institutions and hospitals for the train-
ing of new women’s health researchers.

The Women’s Reproductive Health
Research Career Development Centers
program and the Building Interdiscipli-
nary Research Careers in Women’s
Health grant program have already
stimulated women’s health research
across a variety of disciplines. Author-
izing and expanding these programs
will speed breakthroughs in women’s
health research by building and im-
proving the network of scientific inves-
tigators expert in the diseases and con-
ditions that affect women.

Mr. President, I have a long tradition
of supporting research and specifically
women’s health research both as Chair-
man and now Ranking Member of the
Senate Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices and Education Appropriations
Subcommittee. This year we will pro-
vide an unprecedented, $2.7 billion in-
crease for the National Institutes of
Health, keeping us well on track to-
wards our goal of doubling the NIH
budget over 5 years.

But all the funding in the world will
do us no good if we don’t have talented
investigators ready and able to take on
the challenge of finding the cures and
treatments for the diseases that afflict
us. We must do more to make sure we
grow and strengthen a diverse network
of our best and brightest clinicians and
scientists to keep pace with our in-
creased investment in medical re-
search. The bill I am introducing today
will help to do just that. It has the sup-
port of the National Institutes of
Health, the Society for Women’s
Health Research, the Women’s Health
Research Coalition and the American
College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 3215
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Women’s
Health Research Career Enhancement Act of
2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The Public Health Service’s Task Force

on Women’s Health Issues concluded in 1985
that women’s health care was compromised
by the lack of research focus on women’s
health concerns. Since then, progress has
been made to expand women’s health re-
search, but more can be done to strengthen
our nation’s capacity to aggressively inves-
tigate the diseases and conditions primarily
affecting women.

(2) A growing body of evidence dem-
onstrates dramatic differences between wom-
en’s and men’s biology, including symptoms
of disease, mechanism of disease and re-
sponses to treatment.

(3) Women and men differ in disease pres-
entation and treatment outcomes of coro-
nary heart disease. Women comprise 80 per-
cent of the population suffering from
osteoporosis. Women comprise 75 percent of
those afflicted with autoimmune diseases.
Women and men metablolize food, alcohol,
medication, and atmospheric toxins dif-
ferently.

(4) Scientific research will reap maximum
returns when it involves teams of investiga-
tors with expertise in various disciplines. A
comprehensive, targeted effort is necessary
to develop a multi-disciplinary cadre of re-
searchers with the interest and expertise to
develop the field of gender based health re-
search so that it has the greatest impact on
all women and men.

(5) Mentoring between junior and senior
scientists is vitally important to promoting
an inclusive and diverse research environ-
ment, leading to the retention and advance-
ment of talented scientists from all seg-
ments of the population and enhancing the
nation’s investment in treatments and cures
for the diseases and conditions that affect
Americans.

(6) The Women’s Reproductive Health Re-
search Career Development Centers and the
Building Interdisciplinary Research Careers
in Women’s Health grant programs have
stimulated women’s health research across a
variety of disciplines.

(7) Expanding the initiatives described in
paragraph (6) will speed breakthroughs in
women’s health research by building and im-
proving the network of scientific investiga-
tors who are experts in the diseases and con-
ditions that affect women.
SEC. 3. BUILDING INTERDISCIPLINARY RE-

SEARCH CAREERS IN WOMEN’S
HEALTH.

Part A of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 241 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 310A. BUILDING INTERDISCIPLINARY RE-

SEARCH CAREERS IN WOMEN’S
HEALTH.

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of the sec-
tion to provide funding to enable the Direc-
tor of the Office of Research on Women’s
Health, in coordination with the Director of
the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development and other Institutes
and centers of the National Institutes of
Health, to carry out the Building Inter-
disciplinary Research Careers in Women’s
Health program (as authorized under section
301) to support the career development of sci-
entists who are commencing basic,
translational, clinical, behavioral or health
services research relevant to women’s health
in an interdisciplinary scientific setting.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2006 to enable the Direc-
tor of the Office of Research on Women’s
Health to carry out program described in
subsection (a).

‘‘(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) ELIGIBILITY.—In making awards under

the program described in subsection (a), the
Director of the Office of Research on Wom-
en’s Health, acting through the Director of
the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development and other Institutes
and centers of the National Institutes of
Health, shall, with respect to an institution,
consider—

‘‘(A) domestic profit and nonprofit, non-
Federal, public or private organizations;
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‘‘(B) the extent to which the institution

has the clinical specialities and subspeciali-
ties, and the clinical and research facilities,
sufficient to meet the objective of the pro-
gram of bridging clinical or post-doctoral
training with a career in interdisciplinary
research relevant to women’s health; and

‘‘(C) other factors determined appropriate
by the Directors.

‘‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect
to the program described in subsection (a),
nothing in this subsection shall be construed
to prohibit the application by the Director of
the Office of Research on Women’s Health of
eligibility or other requirements, including
requirements applied to applicants under
such program in the fiscal year prior to the
date of enactment of this section.’’.
SEC. 3. WOMEN’S REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH RE-

SEARCH CAREER DEVELOPMENT
CENTERS.

Part A of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 241 et seq.), as amend-
ed by section 3, is further amended by adding
at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 310B. WOMEN’S REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH

RESEARCH CAREER DEVELOPMENT
CENTERS.

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this
section to provide for the funding of Wom-
en’s Reproductive Health Research Career
Development Centers to enable the Director
of the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, in collaboration with
the Director of the National Institutes of
Health, to—

‘‘(1) assist in improving the health of
women and infants by training new research-
ers in reproductive health science;

‘‘(2) address concerns raised in a recent
study by the National Research Council
about the declining number of physician-in-
vestigators; and

‘‘(3) provide newly trained obstetric-
gynecologic clinicians with training and sup-
port, through the Women’s Reproductive
Health Research Career Development Cen-
ters, to assist in such clinicians in their pur-
suit of research careers to address problems
in women’s obstetric and gynecologic health.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2006 to enable the Direc-
tor of the National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development to fund Women’s
Reproductive Health Research Career Devel-
opment Centers for the purposes described in
subsection (a).

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—With respect
to the program described in subsection (a),
nothing in this section shall be construed to
prohibit the application by the Director of
the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development of eligibility or other
requirements, including requirements ap-
plied to applicants under such program, in
the fiscal year prior to the date of enactment
of this section.’’.

Mr. CRAIG (for himself and Mr.
BAUCUS):

S. 3216. A bill to provide for review in
the Court of International Trade of cer-
tain determinations of binational pan-
els under the North American Free
Trade Agreement; to the Committee on
Finance.

INTEGRITY OF THE U.S. COURTS ACT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce important legislation de-
signed to correct a fundamental flaw
within the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) dispute resolution
mechanism, known as Chapter 19. As
many of my colleagues are aware,

Chapter 19 has revealed itself to be un-
acceptable in its current form. The In-
tegrity of the U.S. Courts Act, that I
introduce today with my colleague Mr.
BAUCUS, is necessary to make certain
bilateral dispute resolution decisions
from the NAFTA are made pursuant to
U.S. trade laws.

At present, antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty determinations made
by NAFTA members are appealed to ad
hoc panels of private individuals, in-
stead of impartial courts created under
national constitutions. These panels
are supposed to apply the same stand-
ard of review as a U.S. court in order to
determine whether a decision is sup-
ported by substantial evidence on the
agency record, and is otherwise in ac-
cordance with the law. This standard
requires that the agency’s factual find-
ings and legal interpretations be given
significant deference. Unfortunately,
in spite of the panels’s mandate, they
all too often depart from their direc-
tive and fail to ensure that the correct
standard of review is applied.

The Integrity of the U.S. Courts Act
would permit any party to a NAFTA
dispute involving a U.S. agency deci-
sion to remove appellate jurisdiction
from the Extraordinary Challenge
Committees (ECC) to the U.S. Court of
International Trade. Doing so would
resolve some of the constitutional
issues raised by the Chapter 19 system,
expedite resolution of cases, and ensure
conformity with U.S. law.

The infirmities of Chapter 19 are real,
and have been problematic from the be-
ginning. The Justice Department, the
Senate Finance Committee, and other
authorities are on record of having ex-
pressed serious concern about giving
private panelists—sometimes a major-
ity of whom are foreign nationals—the
authority to issue decisions about U.S.
domestic law that have the binding
force of law. These appointed panelists,
coming from different legal and cul-
tural disciplines and serving on an ad
hoc basis, do not necessarily have the
interest that unbiased U.S. courts have
in maintaining the efficacy of the laws,
as Congress wrote them.

One of the most egregious examples
of the flaws of Chapter 19 is reflected in
a case from early in this process, re-
viewing a countervailing duty finding
that Canadian lumber imports benefits
from enormous subsidies. Three Cana-
dian panelists outvoted two leading
U.S. legal experts to eliminate the
countervailing duty based on patently
erroneous interpretations of U.S. law—
interpretations that Congress had ex-
pressly rejected only months before.
Two of the Canadian panelists served
despite undisclosed conflicts of inter-
est. The matter was then argued before
a Chapter 19 appeals committee, and
the two committee members outvoted
the one U.S. member to once again in-
sulate the Canadian subsidies from
U.S. law.

The U.S. committee member was
Malcolm Wilkey, the former Chief
Judge of the Federal Court of Appeals

for the D.C. circuit, and one of the
United States’ most distinguished ju-
rists. In his opinion, Judge Wilkey
wrote that the lumber panel decision
‘‘may violate more principles of appel-
late review of agency action than any
opinion by a reviewing body which I
have ever read.’’ Judge Wilkey and
former Judge Charles Renfrew (Also a
chapter 19 appeals committee member)
have since expressed serious constitu-
tional reservations about the system.
While some have claimed that Chapter
19 decides many cases well, its inabil-
ity to resolve appropriately large dis-
putes, and its constitutional infirmity,
demand a remedy.

It is clear that the time is long past
due to remedy Chapter 19. From the
outset, the NAFTA agreement con-
templated that given the sensitive and
unusual subject matter, signatories
might have to alter their obligations
under Chapter 19. The Integrity of the
U.S. Courts Act is a reasonable solu-
tion to a serious problem.

I urge my colleagues to join Senator
BAUCUS and me in our effort to fix this
problem that is unfairly harming
American industry, and more impor-
tant, the U.S. Constitution. I ask unan-
imous consent that the full text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 3216
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Integrity of
the United States Courts Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. JUDICIAL REVIEW OF BINATIONAL PANEL

DECISIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title IV of

the North American Free Trade Agreement
Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 3431 et seq.) is
amended by inserting after section 404 the
following new section:
‘‘SEC. 404A. REVIEW OF BINATIONAL PANEL DE-

TERMINATIONS.
‘‘(a) BASIS FOR REVIEW IN COURT OF INTER-

NATIONAL TRADE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, within 30 days after

publication in the Federal Register of notice
that a binational panel has issued a deter-
mination following a review under article
1904 of a decision of a competent inves-
tigating authority in the United States, a
party or person within the meaning of para-
graph 5 of article 1904 alleges that—

‘‘(A)(i) the determination of the panel was
based on a misinterpretation of United
States law;

‘‘(ii) a member of a panel was guilty of a
gross misconduct, bias, or a serious conflict
of interest, or otherwise materially violated
the rules of conduct,

‘‘(iii) the panel seriously departed from a
fundamental rule of procedure, or

‘‘(iv) the panel manifestly exceeded its
powers, authority, or jurisdiction set out in
article 1904, as in failing to apply the appro-
priate standard of review, and

‘‘(B) any of the actions described in sub-
paragraph (A) has materially affected the
panel’s decision and threatens the integrity
of the binational panel review process,
then such party or person may file an appeal
with the United States Court of Inter-
national Trade, seeking review of the bina-
tional panel determination, pursuant to sec-
tion 516A of the Tariff Act of 1930.
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‘‘(2) REVIEW IN COURT OF INTERNATIONAL

TRADE WHERE BINATIONAL PANEL DOES NOT
ACT.—If a request for a panel review has been
made under article 1904 and a panel is not
convened within 315 days of the request, the
Party requesting the panel review or person
within the meaning of paragraph 5 of article
1904 may file an appeal of the antidumping or
countervailing duty determination with re-
spect to which the request was filed with the
United States Court of International Trade.

‘‘(b) DECISIONS OF THE COURT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In any appeal filed under

subsection (a)(1) for review of a binational
panel determination, the Court of Inter-
national Trade shall, after examining the
legal and factual analysis underlying the
findings and conclusions of the panel’s deci-
sion, determine whether any of the actions
described in subsection (a)(1)(A) has been es-
tablished. If the court finds that any of those
actions has been established, the court shall
vacate the original panel decision and enter
judgment accordingly. If the actions are not
established, the court shall affirm the origi-
nal binational panel decision. Decisions of
the Court of International Trade under this
section shall be binding on the parties with
respect to the matters between the parties
that were before the panel.

‘‘(2) DECISIONS WHERE PANEL NOT CON-
VENED.—In the case of an appeal filed under
subsection (a)(2) for review of a determina-
tion of a competent investigating authority,
the Court of International Trade shall, after
examining the legal and factual analysis un-
derlying the findings and conclusions of the
investigating authority’s determination, de-
termine whether the determination was
made in accordance with article 1904. If the
court finds that the determination was not
in accordance with article 1904 or is not sup-
ported by the legal and factual analysis, the
court shall vacate the investigating
authority’s determination and enter judg-
ment accordingly. If the court finds that the
determination was in accordance with arti-
cle 1904 and is supported by the legal and fac-
tual analysis, the court shall affirm the in-
vestigating authority’s determination. Deci-
sions of the Court of International Trade
under this section shall be binding on the
parties with respect to the matters between
the parties that would have been before a
panel had the panel been convened.

‘‘(c) EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION.—If a party or
person within the meaning of paragraph 5 of
article 1904 timely files a notice of appeal to
the Court of International Trade pursuant to
this section, then jurisdiction exclusively re-
sides with the United States Court of Inter-
national Trade, and such determinations are
not subject to review by an extraordinary
challenge committee under paragraph 13 of
article 1904.

‘‘(d) APPLICABILITY.—Subsections (a)(1),
(b)(1), and (c) apply to all goods from NAFTA
countries which were subject to an anti-
dumping duty or countervailing duty deter-
mination of a competent investigating au-
thority in the United States.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of the North American Free Trade
Implementation Act is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 404 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘Sec. 404A. Review of binational panel deter-

minations.’’.
SEC. 3. JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF INTER-

NATIONAL TRADE.
Section 516A of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19

U.S.C. 1516a) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(2)—
(A) in subparagraph (A)(i)(I), by striking

‘‘or (viii)’’ and inserting ‘‘(viii), (ix), or (x)’’;
and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(ix) A final determination of a binational
panel convened pursuant to article 1904 of
the NAFTA.

‘‘(x) A final determination of an inves-
tigating authority described in section
404A(a)(2) of the North American Free Trade
Agreement Implementation Act.’’;

(2) in subsection (a)(5), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting
‘‘(other than a determination described in
subsection (g)(3)(A)(vii))’’ after ‘‘apply’’; and

(3) in subsection (g)(3)(A)—
(A) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the

end;
(B) in clause (vi), by striking the period

and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and
(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(vii) a determination of which either a

party or person within the meaning of para-
graph 5 of article 1904 of the NAFTA has re-
quested review pursuant to section 404A of
the North American Free Trade Agreement
Implementation Act.’’.
SEC. 4. APPLICATION TO CANADA AND MEXICO.

Pursuant to article 1902 of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement and section 408
of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act, the amendments
made by this Act shall apply with respect to
goods from Canada and Mexico.
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall
apply to any final determination of a bina-
tional panel convened pursuant to article
1904 of the North American Free Trade
Agreement or to a final determination of a
competent investigating authority with re-
spect to which section 404A(a)(2) of the North
American Free Trade Agreement Implemen-
tation Act applies, notice of which is pub-
lished in the Federal Register on or after the
date of enactment of this Act.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 61

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
61, a bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 to eliminate disincentives to fair
trade conditions.

S. 459

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor of S.
459, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the State
ceiling on private activity bonds.

S. 922

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 922, a bill to prohibit the
use of the ‘‘Made in the USA’’ label on
products of the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands and to deny
such products duty-free and quota-free
treatment.

S. 1536

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1536, a bill to amend the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 to extend authoriza-
tions of appropriations for programs
under the Act, to modernize programs
and services for older individuals, and
for other purposes.

S. 1822

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Washington

(Mr. GORTON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1822, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act, the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to require that group and individual
health insurance coverage and group
health plans provide coverage for treat-
ment of a minor child’s congenital or
developmental deformity or disorder
due to trauma, infection, tumor, or dis-
ease.

S. 2068

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was withdrawn as a cospon-
sor of S. 2068, a bill to prohibit the Fed-
eral Communications Commission from
establishing rules authorizing the oper-
ation of new, low power FM radio sta-
tions.

S. 2341

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2341, a bill to authorize
appropriations for part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act
to achieve full funding for part B of
that Act by 2010.

S. 2393

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. WYDEN) were added as cosponsors
of S. 2393, a bill to prohibit the use of
racial and other discriminatory
profiling in connection with searches
and detentions of individuals by the
United States Customs Service per-
sonnel, and for other purposes.

S. 2440

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2440, a bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to improve airport secu-
rity.

S. 2698

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
MILLER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2698, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide an incen-
tive to ensure that all Americans gain
timely and equitable access to the
Internet over current and future gen-
erations of broadband capability.

S. 2699

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2699, a bill to strengthen the authority
of the Federal Government to protect
individuals from certain acts and prac-
tices in the sale and purchase of social
security numbers and social security
account numbers, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2726

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2726, a bill to protect United
States military personnel and other
elected and appointed officials of the
United States Government against
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